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1 know 997 0.64
2 think 554 0.36
3 say 463 0.30
4 nlean 434 0.28
5 get 412 0.27
6 See 385 0.25
7 go 357 0.23
8 come 272 0.18
9 make 260 0.17
10 glve 258 0.17
11 want 225 0.15
12 look 200 0.13
13 need 176 0.11
14 take 176 0.11





























Count Percent Word Count Percent
294 0.23 coIne 272 0.18
192 0.15 glve 258 0．17
726 0.58 know 997 0.64
231 0.18 look 200 0.13
226 0.18 make 260 0.17





Word Count Percent Word Count Percent
go 1017 0．81 go 357 0.23
say 776 0．61 say 463 0.30
think 953 0.75 think 554 0.36















































































































































































Word Count Percent Word Count Percent
have 1371 1.19 have 2190 1．41
haveto 305 0．24 haveto 317 0．21
AnotherStrikingdifferenceconcernscategoryl:intransitiveger.Itisworthnotingthattherewerenearlyfive
timesasmanyoccurrencesofintransitivegerinNSBMthaninNNSBM.Thisunderuseoftheintransitiveuse
ofge/canpartlybeexplainedbytheconceptofprototypicality.Learners,whofirstleammonotransitivegerand
recognizeitasprototypical,mayperceiveintransitivege/aslessprototypicalandfeellesssafewithusingthe
strucmre・
Theunderuseofcausativegermeritsspecialmentionbecausethereweretentimesasmanyoccurrencesof
causativegerinNSBMasinNNSBM.Grammaticallyspeaking,causativeger,acomplex-transitiveconstruction,
canbedividedintofivetypes(cfTable4above):thecomplementfbllowingtheoMectcanbean"ectivalphrase,
aro-infinitive,apresentparticiple,apastparticiple,oranadverbialphrase・Thedistributionofthesetypesin
NSBMandNNSBMisshowninTable7:
Table7:Causativeusesofg"
Complement NSBM NNSBM
adjec 9 4
/o-inhnitive 31 0
presentparticiple 17 2
pastparticiple 40 3
adverb 4 1
total 101 10
ConsideringtheproficiencyleveloftheNNSgroup,itisunlikelythattheseadvancedstudentsweretotally
unfamiliarwiththecausativeconstructionsofger.ltisreasonabletosupposethattheycouldrecognizecausative
ge/butdidnotvenmretouseitwhentheyspoke.Hereweshouldberemindedofthedifferencebetweenreceptive
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vocabularyandproductivevocabularyanditishardtodecidewhetherthiswasduetoconsciousavoidanceor
not.However,severalexplanationscantentativelybeoffered.First,asthegrammaticaltermfbrcausativege/
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complex-transitive''suggests,thecomplexityofthecausativeconstructionsmayhinderEFLlearnersfifom
usingthemespeciallyinconversation,wherespeakershavetorespondtoafIowofspeechquickly・Leamersmay
thusprefertouseothersimplerexpressionsavailable(e.g.,moresyntheticalternatives).Second,theissuemay
beLl-related.ItisshownthatSwedishEFLlearnerssignificantlyoverusedcausative腕α舵withanadjective
complement,whereasFrenchlearnerssignificantlyunderusedthesameconstruction(Altenberg&Granger,
2001).SincethisdifferenceislikelytobeLl-induced(Altenberg&Granger2001;Altenberg,2002),underuseof
causativegercanalsobeduetoLltransfer.LearnersarelikelytohaveaprototypicalequivalenttogerintheirLl
buttheLI(e.g.,theJapaneselanguage)maylackcorrespondingcausativeconstructionswiththeequivalent,which
willinducetheunderuseofthecausativestructuresofger.Third,asisthecasewithintransitiveger,causativege/
maybeperceivedaslessprotOtypical,whiChleadslearnerstofeellesssafewithusingit.
EquallyremarkableistheunderuseofphrasalverbswithgerbytheNNSgroup.Asmentionedabove,thiscan
beattributedtothesemanticopacityofphrasalverbs.SmdiesindicateEFLlearners'tendenciestoavoidusing
phrasalverbswithfigurativeorsemanticallyopaquemeaningsandtoprefermoretransparentexpressions(e.g.,
one-wordLatinatesynonyms)(Dagut&Laufbr,1985;HulstUn&Marchena,1989;Laufer&Eliasson,1993).
Consideringthesemanticopacityofphrasalverbs,itisnowonderthatleamersfeellesssafewithusingthem.
AsLarsen-Freeman(2001)notes>.therearefarmoreinstancesoffigurativephrasalverbs"(p.254)thanliteral
phrasalverbsandthesephrasalverbs,commonlypreferredtosingle-wordverbsininfbnnalspokendiscourseby
NSs,poseasignificantleamingchallengefbrEFLleamers.Thesheervarietyofphrasalverbs(morethan20types
ofphrasalverbswithgeroccurredintheNScorpus)maybeoverwhelmingfbrsomeleamers,thusdemotivating
themtousephrasalverbs.
Lastly,itisnotpointlesstosuggestthat,inadditiontotheinterlingualandintralingualfactorsdiscussed
above,inadequateteachingcanalsoinducelearners'underuseofcertainL2fbrms.Infact,theconstructions
describedabovearenotgivenparticularemphasisinmanyEFLcourses.Learners'underusemaypartlybedueto
thislackoffbcusinteaching.
5.Pedagogicalimplications
Thefindingsdelineatedabovehaveseveralpedagogicalimplications・Firstandfbremost,thecomplexityof
gershouldbenoted.Theverbcanhaveawiderangeofmeaningsandgrammaticalpattems,someofwhichwere
signi6cantlyunderusedbytheNNSgroup.Itisapitythat,despitethecomplexityofhighfifequencyverbs,they
tendtobeneglectedinteaching(Altenberg&Granger,2002).Mostlikelythisnegligenceisoneofthereasons
whyleamershaveatendencytoclingontotheirlexico-grammaticalteddybears(i.e.,thepatternstowhichthey
arefirstexposedatthebeginningstageofEnglishleamingandthusperceiveasmostfamiliarandprototypical).
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example,a廿erdrawingattentiontothecomplexityofhigh廿equencyverbsthroughDDL,itisinordertopointout
thelinksbetweenpatternsandmeanings(Sinclair,1996,ascitedinMeunier,2002,p.126;Goldberg&Casenhiser,
2008,ascitedinShirahata,Wakabayashi,&Muranoi,2010,p.104)explicitly.
Itisdebatablewhethertoincludelearnercorpusdataintheclassroom.GrangerandTribble(1998)suggestthat
itshouldbe"fruitfilltoapplytheDDLapproachtolearnerdata''(p.201)tomakelearnersnoticethegapbetween
thetargetlanguageandtheirinterlanguage.Meunier(2002)writesinthesameveinandadvocatertheuseof
parallelnativeandlearnerconcordancesfbrthesmdyoferror-proneitemJ(p.130).Admittedly,exercisesbased
onconcordancesextractedfifomnon-nativecorporahavetheirownadvantagesespeciallyintennsofillustrating
error-proneareas.Itwillbeusefilltohavesmdentscomparenativeandnon-nativeconcordancesandcorrecterrors
inleamerdata.However,itwillbechallengingtouseleamercolpusdatatoillustratethenotionsofunderuse
andoveruse.ItisinthiscontextthatSeidlhofer(2002)'sapproachnamed､.leaming-drivendata"meritsspecial
mention.Seidlhofer(2002)usedthelearnerdataproducedbyherstudentsintheclassroomandthestudents
workedonthecomusdatawhichtheythemselvescompiled.Thisapproach,inwhichsmdentsanalyzetheirown
perlbnnance,seemstobemoresuitablefbrhavingleamersdiscovertheinstancesofunderuseand/oroverusein
theirinterlanguage.
Lastbutnotleast,thevalidityofthelexicalapproach(Lewis,1997)shouldbeemphasized.Theexamination
oftheconcordancelinesofgerinNSBMdemonstratesthatseveralpattemsoccurredfiFequentlyintheNSdata,
butnotintheNNSdata・Forexample,asisshowninTable7,thecausativeconstructionwithaverbcomplement
(i.e.,a/o-in伽itive,apresentparticiple,orapastparticiple)wasnotablycommoninNSBMbutnotinNNSBM.
These廿equentpatternsareusefUlincommunicationandworthmoreattentionintheclassroom.Teacherscan
helpadvancedEFLleamerstousetheverbgermorefilllyfbrcommunicativepulposesbyinfbnningthemofthe
廿equentpatternsofge/.ThissuggestionisinlinewiththelexicalapproachproposedbyLewis(1997).According
toLewis(1997),themostimportantcomponentoflanguageislexicalchunks,thatis,pre-patternedlexico-
grammaticalphrases.Speakersofalanguageusealargenumberofpre-patternedphrasesindiscourseandthese
chunksshouldbegivenmoreemphasisinteaching.Larsen-廿eeman(2012)alsonotesthat廿equentpatterns,a
recurrentfeatureoflanguage,donotbindlearnersbutenablethemtobemorecreative.Ofcourse,wehaveto
becautioussoasnottomakedecisionssolelyonthebasisoffrequency.ltshouldbetakenintoconsideration
whethercertain廿equentpatternsareusefillfbrEFLleamersornot.However,itisatthesametimeundeniablethat
comparisonsofnativeandnon-nativedatacanbeavaluabletoolinfbreignlanguageteachingbecauseitprovides
uswithinfbnnationonthe廿equentpattemsdetectableinnativecorporabutmissinginnon-nativecorpora.These
patternsarepotentiallyworthmoreattentionintheclassroom.
6.Conclusion
Toconclude,thepresentstudycorroboratesAltenbergandGranger's(2001)findings.Resultsconfirmthe
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complexityofgerandsuggestthathighfiequencyverbspresentaconsiderablechallengetoevenadvancedEFL
learners.TherewerenoticeabledifferencesintheuseofgerfbundintheNSdataandtheNNSdata.Especially
itisworthreemphasizingthattheNNSdatadisplayedtendenciestoholdtightlytotheprototypicaluse(i.e.、
monotransitivege/)andtounderuseotherlessprototypicalusessuchascausativeconstnlctions.AsAlternberg
andGranger(2001)suggest,leamersmayatonceoverusesomestrucmresofahigh廿equencyverbandundenlse
otherstrucmresofthesameverb.Theunderuseofcertainstructuresofge/islikelytobemotivatedbyseveral
factors,includingbothinterlingualandintralingual・Sinceinadequateteachingmayalsobepartlyresponsiblefbr
,
learners'perfbnnance,itisrecommendatorytorevisithigh廿equencyverbsintheclassroomtodeepensmdents
understandingoftheverbs.Indoingso,nativeand/orlearnercorpusdatacanbeutilizedtoraiseadvanced
smdents'awarenessofthecomplexityofhigh廿equencyverbs.AIso,thelexicalapproachcanbeadoptedandthe
patterns廿equentlyappearinginnativecomorabutmissinginnon-nativecorporacanbetaughtaspre-pattemed
phrases.
Giventhepotentialbene6tslearnercorpusdatacanbringtoSLAresearchandfbreignlanguageteaching,itis
nowonderthatthelastdecadehaswitnessedanotableincreaseinleamercorpusresearch(seethetwovolumes
editedbyGrangerandhercolleagues(Granger,1998;Granger,etal.,2002)).Sincelearnercorpusresearchhas
relativelyrecentlybeendeveloped,thereareareasofresearchlefftobeexploredmore.Thenndingsofthepresent
studysuggestthatthecomplexityofhigh丘equencyverbsisanexampleofsuchunderexploredareasworth
filrtherinvestigation.ItwillbeofgeatinteresttoprobefUrtherintohowhigh廿equencyverbsareusedbyNNSs
l
indiscourse,payingspecialattentiontoinstancesofunderuseandoveruse.Giventhepossibilitythatleamers
perfbnnancemayvary,dependingontheirproflciencyandtheirLlbackgrounds(Altemberg&Granger,2001;
Altenberg,2002),filmreresearchshouldinvoIvenotonlyNS/NNScomparisonsbutalsocomparisonsofparallel
comoraproducedbyEFLleamerswithdifferentlevelsofproficiencyandofparallelleamercorporaproduced
bydifferentLIgroups.Registersshouldalsobetakenintoconsideration.BiberandReppen(1998)indicatedthat
colloquialfeamresofNSconversationwereen･oneouslytransferredtoNNSessaywriting,whereasFuruta(2012)
pointedoutthatcontractions,afbatureofcolloquialism,didnotashequentlyappearinNNSspokendiscourse
asinNSspokendiscourse.ThesefindingssuggestthatNNSscanpossiblytransfertheirknowledgeofspoken
discoursetowrittendiscourseandviceversa.Inordertovalidatethishypothesis,parallelleamercorporain
infbnnalspokenandfbnnalwrittendiscourseshouldbecompared.
Note
l.Inthepresentpaper,bythetenn.@nativespeakersofEnglish''ImeanthosewholeamedEnglishinchildhood,whereasthetenn
non-nativespeakersofEnglish''referstothosewhodidnotleamEnglishinchildhood.Admittedly,theboundarybetween
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nativespeakersandnon-nativespeakerscanbeblulTyandcomplex;someofthede6ningfeaturesofnativespeakersandnon-
nativespeakersarenotalwaysexclusive.However,itisthebio-developmentalcharacteristicreferredtoabovewhichis､.the
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indispensableelementinthedefinitionofnativespeaker''(Cook,1999,p.187).Giventhenamreofthetwocorporausedinthe
presentsmdy,thebio-developmentaldefinitionseemstobefairlytenable.Forfilrtherdiscussionofthenativeandnon-native
dichotomy,seeCook(1999)andMedgyes(1992).
2.Hereitshouldbeacknowledgedthatthepresentpaperdoesnottakeintoaccountsuchvariablesasgender,age,tenor,andother
situationalfactors,simplybecauseitisoutofthescopeofthepresentpapertodiscussthematterindetail.Forthepurpose
ofthepresentpaper,itisworthrestatingthattheparticipantSinNSbusinessmeetingareNSsonly,whereasthoseinNNS
businessmeetingareNNSsonly(onthedefinitionofNSsandNNSs,seenotel).ItwillbeofinterestfbrfUmrestudiesto
probeintotheintelplaybetweenNSsandNNSswhenbothgroupsareengagedininteractions.
3.Someinstancesofge/(e.g.,speakersoccasionallyinitiatedrepairanddidnotcompletetheirutterancesofge/)weredifficultto
categorizeandlclassifiedtheseinstancesafothers.
，，
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Appendix
Exampletaskofdata-drivenlearning(adaptedfromMenuiel;2002)
●Considerthefbllowingexamples廿omnativespeakerspeaking.
1．WhatgranⅢ､aticalstructuresappeartofbllow“get”？
2.Categorizethestructuresintogroups.
3.Whichstrucmredoyouofienuse?Identifythestructuresyourarelyuse
ExampleSentences
spickingupagain.1t'sbeengettingalotbetter.Although
,itdoesgetbetter.ltdoesgetbetter.Enn,GelGallileo
intel･estingiSthatwhenyougetane-mailhomsomebOdyit
S embassiesthere'salsowegetcircularSfiomconsultants
ofthings…NSI:Andpeoplegetinvitedtoitandifthey
uldyou,wouldyouwantustogetinvoIvedatthisstageto
todooneaswell､NS4:Iveg0tacoupleofideas・NSl：Ye
atwe'vebeentryingtodoisgetpeopletoorderalittleb
s.TheanswertothatwillbegetPersonnametodoit.NS2:
problem,Ihaveeithergottogetsomebodyelsetodoitor
ughfbrpeopletogetin,yougetpeoplecOming廿omoutside
■ee
lonyoucanlmagme． Wedontgetpeoplewanderinginasking
Ithinkit'sbetterifwe'vegotpeopleworkingtheroom..
gtoceasenow.Butlwanttogethiminvolvedagainmorean
roducingbusinessarticlestogethisnamemorewidelyknown
incolourasitistogoandgetitcopied.…NS2:YOudo
sintomorrow,NS5:OK.Illgetthatdone.Erm,nowyoust
StruCmre
【Abstract】
TheBulletinofInstituteofHumanSciences,TbyoUniversity,No.16
母語話者および非母語話者によるビジネス会議における
gerの用法のコーパス分析
古田直肇＊
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本論文は、コーパスを利用して、ビジネス会議における赴語話者と非母語話者のge/の用法を比較考察したもので
ある。母語話者のコーパスと非母語話者のコーパスを比較して、以下の点について考察を行った。①それぞれのデー
タにおいて、いかなる動詞が高頻度で現れているか、②母語話者と非母語話者は、gerの用法において差異を見せる
のか、③もし差異が認められるのであれば、それはいかなるもので、どのように説明されうるのか。データの分析
の結果、母語話者と非母語話者は、ge/の使い方において、際立った差異を示していることが明らかとなった。また、
本論文では、この結果が英語教育に対して、と霧のような示唆を持つのかについても論じ、特に上級学習者に対して
ge/のような高頻度動詞をどのように教えるべきかについて提言を行った。
キーワード：学習者コーパス、母語話者、非母語話者、ビジネス会議、高頻度動詞
Usingcorpora,thisstudyinvestigatestheuseofhighfifequencyverbs(particularly,theverbger)bynativespeakers(NSs)
andnon-nativespeakers(NNSs)inbusinessmeetings.Thefbllowingresearchquestionsareaddressed:Whatkindsofverbare
廿equentlyusedbyNSsandNNSinbusinessmeetings？DoNSsandNNSsusege／indifferentwaysinbusinessmeetings？If
so,whatarethemaindi鮭rencesandhowaretheybestaccountedfbr？ResultsshowthatNSsandNNSsusegainnoticeably
differentways.Thepedagogicalimplicationsofthefindingsarediscussedandsuggestionsaremadeastohowwecanteach
grammartonavigateadvancedNNSstudentstoahigherleveloflinguisticcompetency.
Keyword:learnercorpus,nativespeaker,non-nativespeaker,businessmeetings,high廿equencyverbs
＊人間科学総合研究所研究員・東洋大学経済学部
